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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document presents comments on the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s (U.S. EPA) Proposed Plan for Remedial Action (Proposed Plan) for the
American Chemical Services (ACS) National Priorities List (NPL) site, located in
Griffith, Indiana. The document was prepared by Warzyn Inc. (Warzyn) and
Conestoga-Rovers and Associates Limited (CRA) at the request of the ACS Site
Organizational Group Steering Committee, on behalf of its constituent members
(hereinafter, the alleged "PRPs"). Attachment 1 provides a listing of members.

In June 1992, the U.S. EPA provided notice of its Proposed Plan for the ACS site.
The Proposed Plan included a discussion of the Remedial Investigation, a
summary of site risks, a discussion of each of the alternatives evaluated in the
Feasibility Study (FS) and a description of U.S. EPA’s Preferred Remedy. In the
Proposed Plan, U.S. EPA recommends Alternative 6B with modifications (in
bold) as the preferred remedy. Components of the remedy include:

Site Wide - Off-site incineration of intact buried drums; off-site disposal
of miscellaneous debris; in-situ vapor extraction pilot study for
contaminated soils.

On-Site Area - in-situ vapor extraction of contaminated soils; in-situ vapor
extraction pilot project for selected buried wastes, with low temperature
thermal treatment (LTTT) as a contingent technology.

Off-Site Area - in-situ vapor extraction (ISVE) of contaminated soils; on-
site low temperature thermal treatment (LTTT) of buried wastes (with
vapor emission control during excavation, and possible
immobilization of wastes after treatment; treatment residuals would
be required to meet health-based levels prior to redepositing back into
excavations).

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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Groundwater - groundwater pump and treatment; treated water controlled
discharge to wetlands; continued evaluation and monitoring of wetlands.

Griffith Municipal Landfill - continued monitoring and eventual closure
under State Law.

The PRPs, Warzyn and CRA are in general agreement with most components of
the Proposed Plan. However we disagree with U.S. EPA with three key
requirements: )

Inclusion of health-based standards in the Record of Decision (ROD)
LTTT as a backup technology if ISVE cannot meet soil cleanup standards
Selection of LTTT for Off-Site Containment Area buried wastes

All three requirements are especially important at this point in the remedy
selection process because they could result in a substantial change to the basic
features of the proposed remedy with respect to scope, performance and cost.
Therefore, in accordance with Section 300.430 (f) (3)(ii) of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP), the U.S. EPA would be required to seek additional
public comment by issuing a Revised Proposed Plan. The third requirement is
important because restricting the ROD to a single technology for treatment of
buried waste in the Off-site Containment Area may mandate that a ROD
modification be made should LTTT be unable to meet the, as yet undefined,
health-based standards.

The main difference between the technological approach selected by the U.S. EPA
in its Proposed Plan and our preferred approach is the manner in which the Off-
Site Containment Area wastes are addressed. We believe that the U.S EPA
should allow for the opportunity to pilot test ISVE in the Off-Site Containment
Area. If the ISVE pilot test is unsuccessful, then pilot tests for LTTT and Slurry
Phase Biological Treatment (SPBT) would be conducted. This approach will
allow for the most technically appropriate remedy to be implemented factoring in
field engineering constraints. Acceptance of this approach by the U.S. EPA will
satisfy NCP requirements. This approach would not require additional public
comment, consequently the U.S. EPA would be able to select the remedy by
September 30, 1992. Furthermore, the U.S EPA’s Proposed Plan is not in
accordance with the NCP, because more suitable alternatives exist as established
by the nine-criteria analysis prepared in accordance with Section 300.430 (b) (3)
(1i1) of the NCP, and provided in Appendix A.

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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This nine criteria analysis clearly established that alternatives exist that better
satisfy the key criteria components. In particular, these alternatives better satisfy
the CERCLA statutory preference for the use of permanent and treatment
technologies, long-term remedy effectiveness, short-term effectiveness, as well as
the remaining criteria.

This approach allows multiple technologies to be evaluated and employed as
warranted, based upon field conditions. Itis likely that ISVE will be effective for
a significant portion of the site. ISVE should be given the opportunity to be used,
so long as residuals that pose significant risk are satisfactorily addressed. This
approach comports with the NCP and promotes the use of treatment technologies
as most appropriate. Also, it is clearly consistent with the U.S EPA initiatives to
promote the use of on-site treatment technologies. This tailored, flexible
approach best recognizes the practical realities that affect the success of the
available technologies.

Section of LTTT for Off-site Buried Waste

We believe that the U.S. EPA should provide the opportunity to pilot test ISVE in
the Off-Site Containment Area concurrent with the pilot test for the On-Site waste
area. While it would be difficult to use a rigorous waste analysis program to
determine success, the extracted vapors will indicate if VOCs are being removed
and the pressure gradients will indicate the area being influenced by ISVE. If
vapors are successfully extracted, ISVE would provide a comparable level of
protection of human health and the environment with significantly less short-term
risk than ex-situ technology, and at a lower cost. If unsuccessful, pilot testing of
LTTT and SPBT would be conducted to determine which ex-situ technology
would be the most effective in treating the complex waste mixtures found at the
site.

The Proposed Plan acknowledges the benefits of ISVE of buried waste, but the
U.S. EPA decided not to include ISVE for the Off-Site Containment Area in the
Proposed Plan "due to the large number and random distribution of buried drums"
(Proposed Plan, Page 23). Test pits were not conducted in the Off-site
Containment Area during the RI because, based on available information at the
time, it was believed that drums were buried at depth and test pits would not be
useful in determining the extent of buried waste. However, during the Public
Meeting for the Proposed Plan held by U.S. EPA in June 1992, several residents
of the Town of Griffith stated that the drums were not actually buried in an
excavation below the water table, but rather were placed on the original ground
surface and covered over with adjacent soils. This new information would
explain ground surface contours in the Off-Site Containment Area which show the
area to be above surrounding natural ground contours. The U.S. EPA said in the

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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public meeting that they do not, in fact, know if any intact containers exist in the
Off-Site Containment Area.

This new information could have a substantial impact on the scope, effectiveness
and cost of the remedy. These cannot be reasonably anticipated because
additional investigation would be required to determine the validity of this new
information. It is possible that by conducting a relatively small number of test
pits in the Off-site Containment Area, it can be shown that the buried drums could
be addressed as with the On-site Containment Area. If this is the case, then ISVE
would be an effective method for addressing the wastes in the Off-site Area. If it
is determined that ISVE is not appropriate for the site, then pilot scale testing of
LTTT or SPBT could be conducted.

We request that the requirement for LTTT of Off-site Containment Area wastes
not be included in the Proposed Plan. As an alternative, we request that the
Proposed Plan allow test pits in the Off-Site Containment Area to determine the
validity of new information gained after notice of the Proposed Plan. We request
that the Proposed Plan allow the consideration of ISVE, if the results of the test
pits show that any intact drums can be adequately addressed by other means.

The Proposed Plan states that LTTT would be a contingent remedy for waste
areas if pilot scale testing of ISVE show it to be ineffective. We request that the
Proposed Plan remove LTTT as a specified contingent remedy and allow pilot
scale testing of both LTTT and SPBT if the pilot scale testing for ISVE is not
acceptable. The FS is clear that the wastes at the ACS site are complex, both in
terms in the number of contaminants present and the wide range of concentrations
of contaminants. This is acknowledged by U.S. EPA in the Proposed Plan.

The FS presents discussions of the strengths and weaknesses of both LTTT and
SPBT. Both LTTT and SPBT are viable technologies for use in treating the waste
at the site. Vendors of each technology are confident that their specific equipment
and methods would be effective in treating these complex wastes. Only site
specific pilot scale tests will determine with any degree of certainty which
technology would best achieve NCP Requirements.

We request that the Proposed Plan allow the contingent pilot testing of both LTTT
and SPBT to be conducted concurrently, rather than specifying LTTT as the
contingent remedy. Because the tests would be run concurrently and because
pilot scale testing would be required of LTTT before it could be implemented, in
any event, there would be no impact on the remediation schedule. Instead, the
treatment technology that best achieves NCP requirements would be selected as a
contingent remedy for ISVE.

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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Health-Based Standards

The Proposed Plan states that the remedy must meet health-based standards, but
provides no explanation as to why that approach was adopted, or of the standards
themselves. "Preliminary Remediation Goals" were included in the
Administrative Record without explanation as to their purpose, or documentation
supporting the calculated numbers. The U.S. EPA Remedial Project Manager has
stated that U.S. EPA expects to include numerical health-based standards in the
ROD, but had not decided, as of August 20, 1992 what the standards would be.

We object to the expected inclusion of health-based standards in the ROD for
many reasons. For one, it is obvious that the ability of a given remedial
technology to meet cleanup objectives cannot be anticipated without knowing
those objectives. Because U.S. EPA has not determined what health-based
standards will be, the potentially significant effects on the scope, performance and
cost of the remedy cannot be reasonably anticipated. Therefore, the actual
inclusion of health-based standards in the ROD could result in a significant
change which will require the public notice of a Revised Proposed Plan.

For this site, we believe that the development of acceptable clean-up standards is
best determined during the negotiating period for the remedial design. U.S. EPA
guidance, Role of the Baseline Risk Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection
Decisions (Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Directive 9355.0-30),
and Guidance on Risk Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk Assessors
(U.S. EPA February 26, 1992), state that the following factors need to be
considered when developing health-based standards:

information on the range of exposures derived from exposure scenarios
and on the use of multiple risk descriptors (i.e. central tendency, high end
of individual nisk, population risk, important subgroups, if known)

most probable future use scenarios
appropriate cancer risk level between 10-4 1o 10-6

evaluation of assumptions used to quantify risk (such as reference doses
for dermal exposure), and the sensitivity of calculated risk to various
assumptions.

If the above factors have been evaluated by U.S. EPA, they are not included in the
Administrative Record and we object to not having the opportunity to review any
such evaluation before the finalization of standards. If they have not been
developed, then it is not probable that a thoughtful evaluation can be conducted
by either U.S. EPA or one of its consultants to undergo appropriate technical

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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review within the U.S. EPA within the short time needed to complete the ROD for
filing before September 30, 1992. We request that the U.S. EPA defer the
development of acceptable clean-up standards to after submittal of the ROD. If
this cannot be accomplished, then we believe that a Revised Proposed Plan that
sufficiently addresses these issues must be submitted for public comment before
the ROD is prepared.

LITT as a Backup Technology if ISVE Cannot Meet Soil Cleanup Standards
Based on the R, it is estimated that up to 98% of the organic contaminants are
VOCs. SVOC’s and metals are less prevalent and much less mobile. The soils
and waste will be addressed by both treatment and containment. ISVE will
remove and treat VOC’s and some SVOCs which are the most prevalent and
mobile compounds in the soils and waste. This mitigates the potential migration
to groundwater or volatilization to air. The residuals will be contained by a
combination of covering soils at the surface and operation of the groundwater
pump and treat system. Protection of human health from dermal contact for both
current and future use scenarios is provided by the soil cover, groundwater pump
and treat system, access restrictions, and institutional controls.

The Proposed Plan states that ISVE has to meet health-based standards for soil, or
LTTT would be required as a contingent technology. The FS is clear in
acknowledging that ISVE will not treat all of the contaminants at the site, in
particular, certain SVOCs and metals. If the intent of the Proposed Plan is to have
ISVE meet health-based standards for all contaminants, it would negate the use of
ISVE for the treatment of soils. Therefore, U.S. EPA would actually be
mandating Alternative 7B (LTTT of both soils and waste), the cost of which is
estimated to be $64.4 million. Obviously, this is a significant change from the
$33 to $46.8 million presented in the Proposed Plan.

The ROD should specifically state that an ISVE pilot test will be performed in the
defined contaminated soil areas for design purposes only.(e.g., well spacings, air
flow rate requirements). The installation of a full-scale ISVE system in the
defined contaminated soil areas should not be contingent upon soil test results
compared to health-based standards. Because of the complicated contaminant
matrix at the site, and the limited duration of a design level ISVE pilot test, it is
not feasible, or necessary, to fully demonstrate the ability of ISVE to meet health-
based standards as part of a short-term ISVE pilot test.

Summary

In general we agree with many of the aspects of the remedy for the ACS site.
However, we disagree with the U.S. EPA on three key aspects that could have
potentially significant effects on the scope, performance and cost of the remedy.
These effects cannot be reasonably anticipated based on the information in the

Steering Committee August 28, 1992
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Proposed Plan. The U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan did not adequately present the
potential remedy costs resulting in an inadequate cost comparison. Our approach
would not require additional public comment, effectively meets the nine-criteria
consistent with the NCP, and is more protective due to the comparatively lower
short-term risks posed by ISVE versus an ex-situ technology. Our approach will
also benefit the CERCLA program by testing inovative technologies on difficult
to treat materials.

We request that U.S. EPA defer some decisions on the scope of the remedy until
the negotiating period for the RD/RA. Our requests in no way diminish the
overall protectiveness of the remedy and also would not impact U.S. EPA’s
ability to meet a September 30, 1992 ROD deadline. If our requests cannot be
met, then we request that U.S. EPA prepare a revised Proposed Plan for public
comment.

In the following document, we provide a more detailed discussion of the points
made in the Executive Summary. We also present additional discussion of the
evaluation of the overall protectiveness of the proposed remedy and a remedy
with our proposed modifications. Finally, we present 19 detailed comments on
the Proposed Plan for which we request a formal response.

JDA/rcs/
[CHI 603 03]
20007001
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INTRODUCTION

This document presents comments on the United States Environmental Protection
Agency’s (U.S. EPA) Proposed Plan for Remedial Action (Proposed Plan) for the
American Chemical Services (ACS) National Priorities List (NPL) site, located in
Griffith, Indiana. This document was prepared by Warzyn Inc. (Warzyn) and
Connestoga-Rovers Limited (CRA) at the request of the ACS Site Organizational
Group Steering Committee, on behalf of its constituent members (hereinafter, the
alleged "PRPs") (See Attachment 1 for listing of members).

In June 1992, the U.S. EPA provided the public notice of its Proposed Plan for the
ACS site. The U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan includes:

« In-situ vapor extraction of contaminated soils

+  Off-site incineration of intact buried drums

o Off-site disposal of miscellaneous debris

+  Groundwater pump and treatment of contaminated groundwater

+ On-site low temperature thermal treatment (LTTT) of Off-Site
Containment Area buried wastes

« In-situ vapor extraction (ISVE) in On-site Area buried wastes. if the
pilot test is successful, otherwise LTTT will be used

«  Closure of the Griffith Municipal Landfill under State Law

Steering Committee August 28, 1992 American Chemical Services
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The PRPs, Warzyn, and CRA are in general agreement with most aspects of the
Proposed Plan. However, we disagree with U.S. EPA in three key areas:

Inclusion of health-based standards in the Record of Decision (ROD)

LTTT as a back-up technology if ISVE cannot meet health-based soil
standards

Selection of LTTT for Off-Site Containment Area buried wastes

All three requirements are especially important at this point in the remedy
selection process because they could result in a substantial change to the basic
features of the proposed remedy with respect to scope, performance and cost.
Therefore, in accordance with Section 300.430 (f) (3)(ii) of the National
Contingency Plan (NCP), the U.S. EPA would be required to seek additional
public comment by issuing a Revised Proposed Plan. The third requirement is
important because restricting the ROD to a single technology for treatment of
buried waste in the Off-site Containment Areas may mandate that a ROD
modification be made should LTTT be unable to meet the, as yet undefined,
health-based standards. In addition, the U.S. EPA has eliminated the opportunity
to remediate wastes in the Off-Site Containment Area using an insitu technology
(i.e., ISVE). Given the difficulties and risks associated with ex-situ remediation,
the U.S. EPA should allow the opportunity to evaluate ISVE in the Off-Site
Containment Area.

The Proposed Plan states that the remedy must meet health-based standards, but
provides no explanation as to why that approach was adopted, or of the standards
themselves. "Preliminary Remediation Goals" were included in the
Administrative Record without explanation as to their purpose, or documentation
supporting the calculated numbers. The U.S. EPA has indicated that it expects to
include numerical health-based standards in the ROD, but had not decided. as of
August 20, 1992, what the standards would be. We believe that numerical health-
based standards should not be included in the ROD, because we have not been
given an opportunity to review and comment on the health-based standards, and
their derivation. The U.S. EPA has provided comments to us throughout the
entire RI/FS process. The issue of establishing cleanup criteria has not been
brought to our attention. We feel that it is important that the cleanup objectives
be consistent with, and achievable by, the selected technology(ies) in the
Proposed Remedy (e.g., ISVE).

The Proposed Plan states that soils treated with ISVE must meet health-based
standards, or face further treatment by excavation and LTTT. The NCP indicates
that the ROD shall "Indicate, as appropriate, the remediation goals....that the
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remedy is expected to achieve.” (40 CFR 300.430 (£)(5) (iii)(A)). Because ISVE
is designed to treat soils contaminated with VOCs, it is reasonable to assume that
only VOC standards will be set for ISVE treated soils. Non-volatile
contaminants would be remediated through containment. Hence, it would be
inappropriate to set non-volatile constituent standards for ISVE, because ISVE is
not expected to treat non-volatile contaminants.

If health-based standards are set for constituents beyond the treatment capability
of ISVE (such as SVOCs), then LTTT of soils is really the selected technology. If
standards are set for constituents not reasonably expected to be treated by ISVE,
then we believe that this is a significant change to the costs presented in the
Proposed Plan, which will require the public notice of a revised Proposed Plan in
accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) 40 CER 300.430 (f)(3)(ii).
Because the U.S. EPA has not determined what the health-based standards will
be, the potentially significant effects of undefined health-based standards on the
remedy cannot be reasonably anticipated.

The containment aspects of the Proposed Plan protect human-health and the
environment. Groundwater contamination migration is addressed by the
groundwater pump and treatment system. Institutional controls and covering
mitigate the potential for direct contact with wastes. The ISVE reduces the
potential for VOCs to be released to the ambient air, and groundwater. The less
mobile SVOCs, PCBs and metals are bound up in the soil and wastes and pose
little potential for groundwater contamination.

The PRPs originally recommended Alternative 5 as the remedy for the ACS site.
This recommendation is supported mainly by the fact that the U.S. EPA has
agreed to the concept of Alternative 5 by allowing a pilot study for in-situ soil
vapor extraction (ISVE) for the On-site Area in their Proposed Plan. As an
alternative to selecting Alternative 5 outright, we suggest modification of the
Proposed Plan to include the sequential pilot testing of several different treatment
methods within the defined waste areas at the site. The final selection of remedial
action for the defined buried waste areas would be contingent upon the
performance of the tested remedial technologies which would include ISVE, first,
followed by LTTT and SPBT, if necessary.

The basis for the PRPs preference for ISVE versus ex-situ treatment of the
defined buried waste areas is based on a comparative analysis of these
technologies versus the nine evaluation criteria used during the entailed analysis
portion of the Feasibility Study (FS). This analysis is included as Appendix A.

The main point the PRPs would like to make is that they desire to determine,

through field testing, if ISVE treatment of the defined buried waste areas, or
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possibly another treatment method, may offer acceptable long term effectiveness
and permanence at a lower cost with a potential reduction of short-term risk.
Other comments reflect the desire for consistency between the Proposed Plan and
the FS. U.S. EPA objections to the FS should have been resolved through
negotiations prior to issuing the Proposed Plan rather than through supplementing
the FS in the Proposed Plan.

The following sections provide detailed changes that we would like incorporated
into the ROD for the ACS site, and detailed comments on the Proposed Plan.

{CHI 603 03a]
20007001-Sec 2
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RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE
U.S. EPA’s PROPOSED PLAN

We believe that changes could be made to the Proposed Plan that would result in a
more innovative and successful Remedial Action. The following recommended
changes to the U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan are designed to enhance the chances for
success of the Remedial Action. Modifications of the Proposed Plan to
incorporate these recommended changes would still meet the requirements of the
National Contingency Plan (NCP) by treating the most mobile contaminants that
pose the majority of risk and containing residual contaminant concentrations
following treatment that do not pose a future risk of groundwater impact. The
most mobile contaminants are the VOCs, which make-up to 98% of the organic
contaminants detected at the ACS site (Table 1). VOCs comprise up to 96.8% of
the total risk for the various current and future exposure scenarios (see Table 7-19
through 7-37 of the Baseline Risk Assessment). An insitu treatment such as
ISVE, which could address the majority of the contamination and risk at the site
(i.e., VOCs), without the added risks to workers and the public posed by
excavation, is worth a try. Residual contamination at the site would be adequately
addressed by containment of the less mobile constituents.

The following changes incorporate the use of innovative technologies that could
benefit the CERCLA program as a whole. The proposed changes will not change
the timeframe for the Remedial Action, nor will they result in increased risk to the
public.

1. The ROD should incorporate soil/waste clean-up levels based upon the
technology selected by the U.S. EPA. Because of the complicated
contaminant matrix present at the ACS Site, the proposed technologies may
not be capable of achieving potentially overly conservative health-based
cleanup standards not yet defined by the U.S. EPA. The U.S. EPA is
expected to select the most appropriate technology to address the
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contamination at the site, and it is reasonable to set the clean-up standards at
the practicable limitations of the selected technology. Setting clean-up
standards beyond the reach of the selected technology guarantees the
perception of failure of the remedy, even though the remedy may have
mitigated the risks to public health. Technology-based cleanup approaches
have been used in RODs for other NPL sites (Table 2).

If a technology-based approach is not acceptable at this time, then
remediation goals should not be included in the ROD, but deferred until the
negotiations for the remedial design.

2. To provide the best opportunity to evaluate the potential applicability of
technologies to the On-Site and Off-Site defined waste areas at the site, it is
requested that the ROD allow the bench and pilot scale testing of several
technologies to determine which technology will be the most cost-effective
for the waste matrix. The technologies proposed for further evaluation are
ISVE, LTTT, and SPBT. Valuable and needed information will be generated
regarding the ability of these technologies to provide cost-effective
remediation of the wastes at the site, which will have benefits to the
CERCLA program as a whole.

ISVE in the Off-Site Containment Area should be evaluated concurrently
with ISVE in the On-site waste area. Test pits can be excavated in the Off-
Site Containment Area to assist in evaluating the possible presence of intact
drums. If it is determined that ISVE is not appropriate, then bench and pilot
scale testing of LTTT and SPBT can be conducted.

3. The ROD should not specify that vapor emissions be controlled without first
determining the need for such controls via field screening.

4. Treatment of PCB containing soils and wastes should not be required.
because they can be adequately addressed by containment.

5. Treatment of heavy-metal containing soils or wastes should not be required,
because they can be adequately addressed by containment.

6. The ROD should not include a contingent remedy to ISVE for soils. The
Proposed Plan seems to imply that if ISVE treatment in the defined
contaminated soil areas does not meet health-based cleanup criteria, the entire
volume will be excavated for treatment by LTTT (i.e., Alternative 7B). We
do not feel this type of contingent remedy is appropriate. Once a remedy is
finalized and the cost of a full-scale ISVE system is incurred, there should not
be a future contingency to scrap that remedy and incur the cost of an entirely
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different technology. The U.S. EPA’s selection of ISVE in the Proposed Plan
has been made, because it is considered an appropriate technology for the
contaminant matrix at the ACS site. As stated above, the establishment of
cleanup criteria must be consistent with what is achievable by the selected
remedy (e.g., ISVE). An allowance for containment of residuals following
treatment is also a viable approach and should be included in the ROD in lieu
of specifying LTTT as a contingency technology.

7. The ROD should specifically state that an ISVE pilot study will be performed
in the defined contaminated soil areas for design purposes only (e.g., well
spacings, air flow rate requirements). The installation of a full-scale ISVE
system in the defined contaminated soil areas should not be contingent upon
soil test results compared to health-based standards. Because of the
complicated contaminant matrix at the site, and the limited duration of a
design level ISVE pilot study, it is not feasible or necessary to fully
demonstrate the ability of ISVE to meet established health-based cleanup
criteria as part of a short-term pilot study.

8. The ROD should also include some acknowledgement of the limitations of
current groundwater remediation technologies. It should also provide the
framework to allow for the development of alternative cleanup objectives or
the issuance of an impracticability waiver. The U.S. EPA has included
similar language in RODs for analogous sites (e.g., Rockaway Borough
Wellfield, New Jersey, and Fairfield Coal Gasification Plant, lowa). A
similar approach and corresponding wording in the ROD can also be taken for
the soil/wastes (i.e., would be analogous to setting technology-based cleanup
criteria).

9. Since ISVE of the defined contaminated soil areas has been selected by the
U.S. EPA, health-based cleanup levels should not be established for the semi-
volatile organic compounds (SVOCs). It is not likely that enhanced
subsurface biodegradation of the SVOCs using an ISVE/bioventing approach
will be sufficient to degrade the SVOCs to health-based cleanup levels. The
primary target SVOC:s in the defined soil and waste areas identified as part of
the ES (i.e., phthalates, carcinogenic PNAs, and chlorinated benzenes) are
typically only marginally biodegradable under optimum conditions.
Containment is a viable approach for these SVOCs, because they were not
detected in groundwater samples and are immobilized in the soil environment
by natural attenuation mechanisms.

[CHI-603-03b]
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4

DETAILED COMMENTS
ON THE
U.S. EPA ProPOSED PLAN

The following are detailed comments on the U.S. EPA Proposed Plan for the ACS

site.

1.

o

The U.S. EPA stated in the Proposed Plan that treatment residuals must meet
"health-based " standards, but did not include specific clean-up levels in the
Proposed Plan, or a rationale for selecting the health-based approach,
allowing no opportunity to comment on them. Preliminary Remediation
Goals (PRGs) were included in the Administrative Record (No. 203), but no
explanation of the development or potential applicability was included in the
Administrative Record. Since numerical remediation goals were not
included in the Proposed Plan, it is assumed that they will not be included in
the ROD without providing opportunity for public comment on the
development and appropriateness of such health-based standards.

We do not believe that the development of health-based standards is
appropriate for the site. However, if the U.S. EPA requires that they be
developed, then they should be determined during the negotiating period for
the remedial design. U.S. EPA guidance, Role of the Baseline Risk
Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions (Office of Solid
Waste and Emergency Response Directive 9355.0-30), and Guidance on
Risk Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk Assessors (U.S. EPA,
February 26, 1992), state that the following factors need to be considered
when developing health-based standards:
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« Information on the range of exposures derived from exposure scenarios
and on the use of multiple risk descriptors (i.e., central tendency, high
end of individual risk, population risk, important subgroups, if known)

»  Most probable future use scenarios
o  Appropriate cancer risk level between 10* to 10

«  Evaluation of assumptions used to quantify risk (such as reference doses
for dermal exposure), and the sensitivity of calculated risk to various
assumptions

If the above factors have been evaluated by the U.S. EPA, they are not
included in the Administrative Record, and we object to not having the
opportunity to review the evaluation before the finalization of standards. If
the U.S. EPA has not evaluated these factors, then it is not probable that a
thoughtful evaluation can be conducted by either the U.S. EPA or one of its
consultants to undergo appropriate technical review within the U.S EPA
with the short time remaining to complete the ROD by the September 30,
1992 deadline. We request that the U.S. EPA defer the development of
clean-up standards until after the issuance of the ROD. If this cannot be
accomplished, then we believe that a Revised Proposed Plan that sufficiently
addresses these issues must be submitted for public comment prior to
issuance of the ROD.

3. The PRG values cited above indicate that the U.S. EPA is considering the
use of a residential exposure scenario and a 1 x 10 cancer risk, based upon
the Baseline Risk Assessment for the ACS site. The Baseline Risk
Assessment should not be used to determine appropriate clean-up levels,
because it uses an absolute worst-case approach, well beyond the mandated
"reasonable maximum exposure" approach. This was acknowledged by the
U.S. EPA’s oversight consultant (Weston letter to B. Swale, 4/3/91, AR No.
121). The U.S. EPA defines "reasonable maximum" such that only potential
exposures that are likely to occur will be included in the assessment of
exposures" (55FR8710). It is unlikely that the ACS site could ever be
developed for residential use, so the use of a residential exposure scenario is
inappropriate for the ACS site. There is reasonable certainty that the ACS
site will remain for industrial use only, given the current industrial
manufacturing processes on-going at the site, the proximity of a landfill, and
the treatment residuals expected to remain at the site, therefore, a 1 x 10
cancer risk for the ACS site is inappropriate (55FR8717). A less stringent
cancer risk of 1 x 10™ is more appropriate for this industrial setting. Table 4
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presents representative RODs where cancer risk levels other than 1x10° have
been selected by the U.S. EPA.

4. The NCP and the U.S. EPA guidance "Preparing Superfund Decision
Documents" states that "the most appropriate remedy for a specific site
frequently will be a combination of “"treatment and containment”. The
Proposed Plan includes a combination of treatment and containment,
apparently recognizing that residuals will remain at the site post-treatment.
However, the Proposed Plan specifies reducing all waste concentrations to
health-based levels, which is not consistent with the "Expectations of
Remedial Actions”, Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents,
U.S. EPA, EPA/540/G-90/007, July, 1989. The first expectation in the
guidance manual states that "remedies should either reduce all wastes to
health-based levels or manage contaminants to such an extent that there is a
high degree of certainty that future exposures will not harm human health or
the environment" (highlighting added).

The containment aspects of the Proposed Plan provide the greatest protection
to human health and the environment. Groundwater contamination
migration will be addressed by a pump and treat system. Institutional
controls will mitigate the potential for direct contact with the wastes. The
less mobile SVOCs, PCBs, and metals are bound up in the soils and waste,
and pose little potential for groundwater contamination. This U.S. EPA
guidance indicates that containment is considered more likely to be
appropriate for immobile wastes that do not pose substantial long-term
threats, with examples cited:

»  "Wastes... that are substantially immobile or can otherwise be
reliably contained over long periods of time." The SVOC and metal
contamination at the ACS site are substantially immobile.

+  "Wastes that are technically difficult to treat, such as mixed wastes
of widely varying composition." The wastes at the ACS site are
technically difficult to treat and are of widely varying composition.

«  "Wastes with characteristics such that a treatment-based remedy
would increase overall risk to human health and the environment
due to risks posed to workers, the community, or the environment
during implementation." An ex-situ treatment method would
increase the overall risk at the ACS site.

The Proposed Plan should reflect that containment is consistent with
U.S. EPA guidance and appropriate for the less mobile constituents
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